DOCUMENTS STARE ke pIECT 


86TH CONGRESS 
1st Session } SENATE 


CANADA-UNITED STATES 
INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


REPORT TO THE SENATE 


ON THE 
SECOND MEETING HELD AT MONTREAL 
AND OTTAWA, CANADA 
JUNE 25-28, 1959 
BY 
Senator GEORGE D, AIKEN, Chairman 
OF THE 


SENATE DELEGATION 


JULY 31, 1959 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Relations 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1959 











COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 


J. W. FULBRIGHT, Arkansas, Chairman 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN,! Rhode Island “ALEXANDER WILEY, Wisconsin 


JOHN SPARKMAN, Alabama BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, Iowa 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota WILLIAM LANGER, North Dakota 
MIKE MANSFIELD, Montana GEORGE D. AIKEN, Vermont 
WAYNE MORSE, Oregon HOMER E. CAPEHART, Indiana 
RUSSELL B. LONG, Louisiana FRANK CARLSON, Kansas 


JOHN F. KENNEDY, Massachusetts 

ALBERT GORE, Tennessee 

FRANK J. LAUSCHE, Ohio 

FRANK CHURCH, Idaho 
CarRL Marcy, Chief of Staff 
DaRRELL St. CLaiReE, Clerk 





SUBCOMMITTEE ON CANADIAN AFFAIRS 


GEORGE D. AIKEN, Vermont, Chairman 


MIKE MANSFIELD, Montana HOMER CAPEHART, Indiana 
WAYNE MORSE, Oregon ALEXANDER WILEY, Wisconsin 
JOHN F. KENNEDY, Massachusetts 
GEoRGE C. DENNEY, Jr., Staff Assistant 
DARRELL St, CLAIRE, Staff Assistant 





1 Chairman emeritus, 
It 





CONTENTS 


Letter of transmittal 
Intro@uctiot a. 23 css Sexe sees cacti ed. $4. iad odes led 
Composition of delegations and organization of June 25-28, 1959, meetings_ 
Results of the meetings 
Fen ONES. 9.5 pc ce ce ncatgttetsadercsambunaceacmpees seed 
Conclusions of chairman of the Senate delegation 


meme em em eee ee em ee em ee ee ee we ee ee ee eee eee ee eee 


ODr Oe 









oo, 


LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 


JuLy 31, 1959. 
Hon. Ricnarp M. Nrxon, 
President of the U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. Vice Presipent: Pursuant to Public Law 86-42, ap- 
abo June 11, 1959, and as chairman of the Senate delegation, I 
ave the honor to submit a report on the second meeting of the 
Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group which was held in 
Montreal and Ottawa, Canada, on June 25~—28, 1959. 
Sincerely yours, 
Grorce D. Arxen, U.S. Senator. 
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CANADA-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


INTRODUCTION 


The Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group had its origin 
in both Canada and the United States. For a number of vears past, 
members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Regulations and the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs have been keenly aware of the 
special relationship between the United States and Canada and the 
beneficial results which might follow from meetings between the legis- 
lators of the two, countries on problems of common concern. 

In May 1957, a report by Representative Frank M. Coffin and 
Representative Brooks Hays suggested that some form of consultation 
between legislators of the two countries should be established. In a 
speech at Wesleyan University in Connecticut on June 8, 1958, Mr. 
Diefenbaker, the Prime Minister of Canada, referred to this concept. 
The subject was further discussed in July 1958 by the Prime Minister 
of Canada and the President of the United States during the visit by 
the President to Ottawa. 

Senate Resolution 359, which I introduced, was adopted on August 
8, 1958. The resolution read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations shall establish a 
subcommittee for the purpose of exploring, with appropriate officials of the 
Government of the United States and with Members of the Canadian Parlia- 


ment, the desirability and feasibility of increased systematic discussion between 
legislators of the two countries on problems of common concern. 


The motivation behind this Senate resolution was expressed in the 


report of the Committee on Foreign Relations on the resolution as 
follows: 


It was the feeling of the Committee on Foreign Relations that an attempt should 
be undertaken to strengthen the bonds between the United States and its great 
neighbor, the Commonwealth of Canada. In these critical times it is of crucial 
importance that the friendship and understanding between our nations be 
deepened in every possible way. 

Pursuant to Senate Resolution 359, I was privileged to be named 
by Chairman Green of the Committee on Foreign Relations to be the 
chairman of a liaison committee. My colleagues on that committee 
are Senators Mansfield, Capehart, and Morse. In September 1958, 
I went to Ottawa, where I was joined by Senator Capehart, and we 
had a preliminary discussion with Members of the Canadian Parlia- 
ment, including Speaker Michener of the House of Commons and 
Speaker Drouin of the Senate on the possibility of forming a parlia- 
mentary group. Later that month, Representatives Brooks Hays 
and Frank M. Coffin held similar discussions in Canada. 

As a result of these informal discussions it was decided that a small 
delegation of Members of the Canadian Parliament should come to 
Washington in January 1959 for further talks. Acting Chairman 
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Morgan of the House Foreign Affairs Committee appointed a liaison 
committee composed of Representative Edna F. Kelly, chairman, and 
Representatives Frank M. Coffin, Walter H. Judd, and Chester E. 
Merrow. 

On January 9 and 10, 1959, nine of the Members of the Canadian 
Parliament, including Speakers Michener and Drouin,’ met with the 
two liaison groups representing the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives in a series of discussions in Washington. The general 
principles under which the Interparliamentary Group would operate 
were agreed upon. It was agreed that the group would meet at least 
once a year, alternately in the United States and Canada, with an 
agreed agenda. The meetings would be private and off the record but 
joint statements would be given to the press at the conclusion of the 
conferences. It was agreed that the Canada-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group as such would not make recommendations but 
that each national delegation would report as it saw fit to its respective 
authorizing body. 

Between January and June 1959, plans for U.S. participation in 
the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group were further 
considered, and House Joint Resolution 254, authorizing participation 
by the United States in parliamentary conferences with Canada and 
authorizing an annual appropriation of $30,000 for this purpose, was 
pees and was approved on June 11, 1959 (Public Law 86-42). 

he text of Public Law 86-42 follows: 


Publie Law 86-42 
86th Congress, H.J. Res. 254 
June 11, 1959 
JOINT RESOLUTION To authorize poate Se United States in parliamentary conferences 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That not to exceed twenty-four Members of Congress shall 
be appointed to meet jointly and at least annually and when Congress is not in 
session (except that this restriction shall not apply during the first session of the 
Eighty-sixth Congress or to meetings held in the United States) with representa- 
tives of the House of Commons and Senate of the Canadian Parliament for dis- 
cussion of common problems in the interests of relations between the United 
States and Canada. Of the Members of the Congress to be appointed for the 

urposes of this resolution (hereinafter designated as the Uni States group) 
half shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House from Members of the House 
(not less than four of whom shall be from the Foreign Affairs Committee), and 
half shall be appointed by the President of the Senate from Members of the 
Senate (not less than four of whom shall be from the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee). 

Such appointments shall be for the period of each meeting of the Canada- 
United States Interparliamentary Group except for the four members of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee and the four members of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, whose appointments shall be for the duration of each Congress. ‘ 

Sec. 2. An appropriation of $30,000 annually is authorized, $15,000 of which 
shall be for the House delegation and $15,000 for the Senate delegation, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, to assist in meeting the expenses of the United 
States group of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group for each 
fiscal year for which an appropriation is made, the House and Senate portions of 


1 The members of the Canadian delegation to this meeting were: Hon. Mark Drouin, Speaker of the Sen- 
ate; Hon, William R. Brunt of —_— Ontario; Hon, Sydney John Smith of Kamloops, British Colum- 
bia; Hon, Roland Michener, Speaker of the House of Commons; Hon. Lionel Che , Member for Laurier 
Hazen A , Member for Assiniboia; William L. Houck, Member for Niagara Falls; Erik Nielsen, Mem- 


ber for Yukon, and Richard D. Thrasher, Member for Essex South. 
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such pppropriatiog to be disbursed on vouchers to be approved by the chairman 
of the House delegation and the chairman of the Senate delegation, respectively. 
Sec. 3. The United States group of the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group shall submit to the Congress a report for each fiscal year for which 
an appropriation is made including its expenditures under such appropriation, 
Sec. 4. The certificate of the chairman of the House delegation or the Senate 
delegation of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group shall hereafter 
be final and conclusive upon the accounting officers in the auditing of the accounts 


= the United States group of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary 
roup. 


Approved June 11, 1959. 


At the January 1959 meeting an invitation was extended by Mem- 
bers of the Canadian Parliament for 24 Members of the Congress to 
¢° to Canada in June and hold a meeting of the Canada-United States 

nterparliamentary Group at the time of the dedication of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway. 


COMPOSITION OF DELEGATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS OF JUNE 25-28, 
1959, MEETINGS 


Pursuant to Public Law 86-42 the Vice President named the follow- 
ing representatives of the Senate for the June sessions: Senator 
George D. Aiken (elected chairman by the Senate delegation), Senator 
J. W. Fulbright, Senator Theodore Francis Green, Senator Alexander 
Wiley, Senator Hubert Humphrey, Senator Homer Capehart, Senator 
Mike Mansfield, Senator Wayne Morse, Senator Frank Carlson, 
Senator Frank Church, Senator J. Allen Frear, and Senator E. L. 
(Bob) Bartlett. 

The Speaker of the House of Representatives named the following 
Members to the House of Representatives group: Representative 
Edna F. Kelly (chairman), Representative Frank M. Coffin, Repre- 
sentative Chester E. Merrow, Representative Walter H. Judd, Repre- 
sentative Harold D. Cooley, Representative Russell V. Mack, Repre- 
sentative Wayne N. Aspinall, Representative Gerald R. Ford, Jr., 
Representative Sidney R. Yates, Representative Frank Ikard, Repre- 
sentative Leonor K. Sullivan, and Representative Thaddeus J. Dulski. 

The Canadian delegation was composed of the following: From 
the Canadian Senate: Speaker Mark R. Drouin, Hon. William R. 
Brunt, Hon. Lionel Choquette, Hon. Mrs. F. E. Inman, Hon. Norman 
Lambert, and Hon. Sydney J. Smith; from the House of Commons: 
Speaker Roland Michener, Miss Margaret Aitken, Mr. Richard A. 
Bell, Mr. Lloyd R. Crouse, Mr. Erik Nielsen, Mr. Arthur Smith, 
Mr. R. D. Thrasher, Mr. E Chambers, Mr. W. L. M. Creaghan, 
Mr. Paul Martineau, Mr. H. C. McQuillan, Mr. George R. Muir, 
Hon. Lionel Chevrier, Hon. Paul T. Hellyer, Mr. A. Denis, Mr. Alan 
A. Macnaughton, Mr. Gabriel Roberge, and Mr. Hazen Argue. 

The agenda for the June 25-28 sessions had been agreed upon in 
advance. Between January and June each side had independently 
considered what subjects ought to be discussed in June. en the 
Canadians presented their suggestions early in June their ideas 
turned out to be so similar to the proposals of the American steering 
group that Representative Kelly, the House chairman, and I were 
able to agree at once to the Canadian proposals. 

On the date of the departure of the delegation for Canada the Senate 
was debating an important tax measure. Primarily for that reason, 
only the following members of the official delegation were able to 





4 CANADA-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP 


attend sessions in Canada: Senators Morse, Green, Wiley, Humphrey, 
Carlson, Church, and I. 

The chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, Senator 
Fulbright, and the ranking Republican member, Senator Wiley, who 
were members of the official delegation, were fully engaged as members 
of the party of the President of the United States attending the 
dedication of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 

Due to the fact that the meetings of the Canada-United States 
Interparliamentary Group took place at the same time as the dedica- 
tion of the seaway in Montreal the Senate delegation fortunately was 
able to enlist as participants Senators Chavez, Case (South Dakota), 
Muskie, and Prouty. In addition, Representatives Joseph W. Barr, 
Byron L. Johnson, and Robert R. Barry also participated in the 
discussions. 

During the 2 days in Montreal and the 1 day in Ottawa the Canada- 
United States Interparliamentary Group held five meetings, which 
were fully attended. The three agenda topics were: First, joint 
defense arrangements and problems of cooperation in defense produc- 
tion; second, economic and strategic significance of production and 
trade in minerals such as oil and gas, lead, zinc, copper and nickel, 
uranium, iron, and others; and third, boundary waters and water 
power including the St. Lawrence Seaway, the Columbia River 
development, the Chicago diversion, and other proposed developments. 

At the start of the conference in Montreal delegates from both 
countries were divided into three working groups, one for each of these 
agenda topics. These working-group sessions were presided over by 
the Canadians, since they were the hosts. The U.S. participation 
was led by Congresswoman Kelly and myself on the defense working 
group, by Senator Morse and Representative Judd on the minerals 
working group, and by Senator Humphrey and Representative Coffin 
on the boundary waters working group. 

At the final plenary session, reports to the full conference were made 
of the work of the three subgroups: Representative Ford, for the 
defense subgroup, Senator Morse for the strategic minerals subgroup, 
and Senator Humphrey for the bundary waters subgroup. The full 
conference adopted these reports of the subgroups as embodying the 
agreed record of the discussions. The final business of the conference 
was an authorization to Speakers Drouin and Michener, Representa- 
tive Kelly and myself, the chairmen of the individual delegations, to 
issue a statement (communique) to the press summarizing the results 
of the conference. 

RESULTS OF THE MEETINGS 


It seems to me inappropriate in describing the work of the June 
1959 meeting of the Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group 
to depart very much from the agreed statement or communique issued 
at the conclusion. There were additional matters discussed, but it 
was agreed that the summary records of the subgroups dealing with 
each agenda topic would not be made public. To attempt to para- 
sna the additional matters mentioned in the subgroups reports, 

ut not included in the final communique, would be likely to lead to 
misunderstandings. 

The communique understates, in my opinion, the degree of candor 
and good feeling shown among the delegates. Serious determination 








| 
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to learn and appreciate the other country’s point of view undergirded 
the discussions at every point. 


COMMUNIQUE 


The Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group, consisting of 24 con- 

essional and 24 Parliamentary representatives from the 2 countries, has met 
or the past 3 days in Montreal and Ottawa. The 2-day session in Montreal 
had been timed to coincide with the formal opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
which all the delegates attended. 

At a plenary meeting, the group agreed that it was not its function to make 
recommendations as a y. Each national delegation will report as it thinks 
fit to its respective authorizing bodies. 

Three committees were created to examine the main items of the agenda for 
the talks, as agreed in advance, under the following headings: 

(1) Joint defense arrangements and problems, and cooperation in defense 
production; 

(2) Economic and strategic significance of production and trade in minerals 
such as oil and gas, base metals, uranium, and iron; and 

(3) Boundary waters. 

The Committee on Defense and Defense Production examined the basic factors 
in Canada-United States defense relationship. It noted with satisfaction some 
of the results of Canada-United States defense cooperation, as for example the 
establishment of radar-warning lines and North American Air Defense Command, 
and recognized the significant contribution these joint efforts were making to the 
defense of the peoples and resources of the continent. There was complete agree- 
ment that the best hope of avoiding a nuclear war rests in the collective deter- 
mination of the free world to resist aggression and in the maintenance of strong 
deterrent forces. In this context, Canada-United States cooperation in air defense 
assumed special importance. 

In the field of defense and defense production, it was recognized that there is 
a unique degree of interdependence, requiring the best use of the resources of the 
two countries with the minimum duplication of effort. Special attention was 
given to the question of what constituted a proper sharing of defense costs in the 
coramon effort. 

The delegates noted that the missile threat to. North America is increasing and 
that increased attention must be given to that threat. There could, however, 
be no question of dispensing with antibomber defenses in the immediate future. 
The delegates were confident of the ability of United States and Canadian scien- 
tists and technicians to surpass Soviet achievements in the missile field. 

It was recognized that adequate defense planning could be accomplished only 
by means of regular consultations, at all levels of government. Due weight must. 
a given in such consultations to political and economic, as well as military, 
actors. 

As it is the responsibility of legislators to make decisions relating to defense 
expenditures, the group stressed the need for Congress and Parliament to have 
the maximum access to defense information consistent with security considerations. 

Discussions in the Working Committee on Strategic Minerals took into account.” 
some of the major factors underlying Canada-United States economic relations, 
including Canada’s high degree of dependence on external trade and the economic 
implications of the concept of integrated North American defense. 

n their consideration of the oil question, the Canadian delegation expressed 
satisfaction at the recent exemption of Canadian oil from the Ts. mandatory 
import controls, and the hope that as a result Canadian crude oil would have 
access to the U.S. market on a freely competitive basis. With respect to natural 
gas, it was recognized that the major problem centered around the delays in 
processing applications for licenses. The view was put forward that through 
cooperation between the Federal Power Commission of the United States and 
the National Energy Board shortly to be established in Canada, this problem 
might be overcome. 

he committee’s discussions ranged over a wide variety of base metals. There 
was recognition that the problems in many minerals were similar in nature on both 
sides of the border, and had their origin in a temporary situation of worldwide 
overproduction. The problems with respect to the marketing of uranium, lead, 
and zinc are particularly acute. It was thought that in order to control and limit 
the harmful consequences of the current overabundance of certain minerals, the 
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ecinagns of marketing these commodities should be, considered on a continental 
asis and from a long-term point of view. 

The Working Group on Boundary Waters examined a number of matters in an 
atmosphere of cordiality and frankness. It was noted that, in the case of Chicago 
diversion and the regulation of ee on the Great Lakes, intergovernmental 
consultations had either been proposed or were in progress and the hope was ex- 
pressed that these consultations would lead to constructive proposals that would 
prove mutually satisfactory. The group noted that industrial development and 
seaway traffic in the Great Lakes region will likely give rise to complex problems in 
such fields as pollution, recreation, conservation, power utilization, industrial 
location, port facilities, and navigation. These problems will be of mutual con- 
cern to the United States and to Canada; to States as well as to Provinces. 
Further study of these problems was indicated. Insofar as the Columbia River 
was concerned, the committee reported its satisfaction at recent progress made by 
the International Joint Commission and hoped that, before long, the Commission 
would be making its recommendations to governments so that the governments 
concerned would be enabled to conclude arrangements permitting the development 
in the basin to get under way at an early date. Such matters as those relating 
to the Minnesota wilderness area and the Passamaquoddy development were 
introduced as possibly meriting further consideration at a future meeting. 

The group as a whole, in the course of general discussions, examined the origin 
of some current misunderstandings and noted that some at least of these might be 
attributable to the different forms of government. It was considered that much 
could be accomplished by encouraging legislators of the two countries to consult 
with and seek the advice of members who have had the opportunity of the mutual 
exchanges of views which the meetings of the Canada-United States Interparlia- 
mentary Group provide. 

Orrawa, June 27, 1959. 


FINANCIAL REPORT ! 


Expenditures of U.S. delegation? to Canada-United States Interparliamentary 
Group, Montreal and Ottawa, Canada, June 25-28, 1959 


Montreal (June 25, 26, and 27): 
Paid to the Windsor Hotel, Montreal: 


Lodding and maaltsa 343 sc6iki Seis 2:21 pad? baicd-asa $1, 749. 39 
Official U.S. luncheon for Canadian delegates and other 
Members of Parliament and the Canadian Government--_ 876. 60 
aching tatee: bei Fs dle wghkt bec ae one 14. 32 
Wetbehici jiu suiseck: sgudink eteove be iaatt besizeow 2, 640. 31 
‘Ottawa (June 27-28): 
Lodging and meals, paid to the Chateau Laurier Hotel, Ottawa_ - 504 30 


Paid to U.S. Embassy, Ottawa, for official U.S. reception for 
Canadian delegates and other Members of Parliament and the 


Canadian: Government.u.) 05 bs2ad abe lewdawe uuecn weit we 679. 74 
Deteh: 3) siszenll signs secesuisiccl wale wih adeusienen 1, 184 04 


Montreal and Ottawa (June 25-28): 
Miscellaneous payments: Auto, air,? and local transportation, 
baggage handling, gratuities, ete_.............s....--.----- 391. 59 


1 aaa by sec. 3 of Public Law 86-42. 

2 24 House and Senate delegates and alternates, and 4 staff members. 
ua B, Sawa to Washington, for 1 Senator. Delegation was transported to and from Canada in 
8. Navy 4 


CONCLUSIONS OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE DELEGATION 


1. The June 1959 meeting of the Canada-United States Inter- 
permartetitary Group fully justified the hopes of the sponsors of 
ublic Law 86-42 which authorized “participation by the United 
States in parliamentary conferences with Canada.” The discussion 


of common goals and problems by legislators of the two countries 
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clearly promotes better relations. The activities of the group have 
aaer favorable comment in the press and elsewhere in both the 
United States and Canada. 

2. The procedural arrangements which have been agreed upon— 
private, off-the-record discussions, a minimum of staff and experts, 
and a single agreed statement to the press at the end—have con- 
tributed to the success of the meetings. Twenty-four delegates on 
each side is probably the maximum useful number. The desirability 
of having as many legislators as possible benefit from the interchange 
of ideas with their counterparts from Canada must be balanced 
against the desirability of frankness and specificity in the talks, which 
is made easier in a small group. 

3. I discerned no conflict between the activities of legislators from 
the two countries meeting for the currently understood purposes, on 
the one hand, and the function of diplomatic and other official inter- 
course between the two Governments on the other hand. The 
Department of External Affairs of Canada and the Department of 
State have been kept fully informed of the activities of the Canada- 
United States Interparliamentary Group. 

The Prime Minister, Mr. Diefenbaker, the Secretary of State of 
Canada, Mr. Howard Green, and the American Ambassador to 
Canada, Mr. Richard B. Wigglesworth, entertained the Parliamentary 
delegates of both countries during our visit in Canada. 

4. It is probably too much to expect that legislators interested in the 
Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group will be able to carry 
on much work between meetings of the group. It has been agreed 
that there will be no joint full-time staff for the group. Except for a. 
nucleus of members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, there may be little 
continuity of membership, on the American side at least, from meeting 
to meeting. Members of both Legislatures are, of course, extremely 
busy with their own legislative responsibilities throughout the year. 
Therefore, no elaborate collection of data or studies by the Canada- 
United States Interparliamentary Group between its meetings should 
be anticipated. I would suggest, however, that members of congres- 
sional committees dealing with matters of common interest to the 
United States and Canada would find it very helpful to meet with their 
counterparts in the Canadian Parliament as much as possible. 

It would also be to the advantage of our Members of Congress to 
visit joint defense installations and agricultural and mineral producing 
areas, as well as those areas along the boundary where water problems 
exist. First-hand inspection of such places will make us better able 
to deal with legislation of mutual concern. 

5. Looking ahead to the next meeting of the group, perhaps in the 
early spring in Washington, agenda topics should be selected at a 
relatively short time prior to the next meeting so that—as was the 
case with the June 1959 meeting—the subjects on the agenda will be of 
current interest and substantial importance. 


O 





